Source Selection Statement for the NASA Geophysics, Geodynamics, and Space Geodesy
Acquisition
RFP NNG10316070R

On June 10, 2011, I, along with senior officials from Goddard Space Flight Center (GSFC) met
with the Integrated Evaluation Team (IET) appointed to evaluate proposals in connection with
the Geophysics, Geodynamics, and Space Geodesy (GGSG) Acquisition.

Procurement Description

The principal purpose of the GGSG contract is to support a wide array of geodynamic,
geomagnetic, geophysical, and atmospheric investigations of solar system bodies such as the
Earth, Venus, Mars, and Mercury. Among the requirements for these investigations are
instrument development; software development and maintenance; data collection, archiving and
dissemination; scientific data analysis, modeling and interpretation; reports and presentations of
scientific results; public outreach and education; and associated technical and administrative
work.

The GGSG Acquisition Request-for-Proposal (RFP) was released on December 17, 2010,

One (1) amendment was issued to the RFP. Amendment Number one answered questions from
mdustry on the RFP and made corresponding RFP revisions.

The contract will be a Cost Plus Fixed Fee (CPFF) Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity
(IDIQ) contract with an effective ordering period of 4 years and one month from the date of
contract award.

This procurement was conducted as a full and open competition in accordance with FAR Part
15.3, entitled “Source Selection.”

Proposals Submitted

On February 2, 2011, NASA received timely proposals from the foliowing two (2) |
companies:

Stinger Ghaffarian Technologies (SGT)
| ARRAY Information Technology Inc. (“ARRAY™)

C Evahiation Procedives aid - Summary Results

The IET evai?uated pmpesals in accordance w1th the procedures prescnbed in FAR Part 15

thiree evaiuaufm factcars Mzssmn Suitabzizty, Cost a:nd Past I’erformam*:e The RFP
specified the relative order of i importance ‘of these factors s follows? 7 77



size, content, and/or complexity to the requirements of this acquisition. Past Performance
information sources included: offeror provided past performance information, offeror’s
customer provided past performance questionnaires, information from government past
performance databases, and interviews with the offeror’s customers.

As a result of the evaluation process, the final IET adjectival ratings are summarized below:

Offeror | Understanding the | Management Small Probable Past
Key Requirements of | Approach Business Cost Performance
the Statement of Utilization | Confidence
Work (SOW) and
' Technrcaf Apprfjach
" fo Representative ~|°
Task Orders (RTOs)
SGT Excellent Excellent Very Good Medium Very High
ARRAY Poor Fair Excellent Low Moderate

Detailed Results of the Evaluation

Mission S_ui_tabilitv Factor:

SGT

_ SGT recawed ezght (8) sxgmﬁcant strengths seven (?) strengths no weaknesses no 31gn1ﬁ0ant
wea@esses and no deficiencies.

- 'Under the Uaderstandmg the Kev l{eqmrements of the Statement of Wark ( SOW) and




The Offeror’s proposal provides high detailed discussion of scientific topics and
demonstrates knowledge and understanding that goes beyond the RFP. The Offeror
demonstrates extensive knowledge of space geodesy techniques, data combination
strategies and orbital methods, proposals for incorporating multiple data types in global
sea level model generation.

SIGNIFICANT STRENGTH #3: EXCELLENT UNDERSTANDING AND
TECHNICAL APPROACH TO SATELLITE ALTIMETRY

- adhereme to NASA Precedural Reqmrements (NPR} The Offeror proposes
enhancements to improve system for reuse by future missions. The Offeror proposes
improvements in algorithms to refine Geoscience Laser Altimeter System (GLAS) data
products. The Offeror proposes broadening spatial and temporal coverage of altimetry
databases. The Offeror proposes detailed input on ice sheet models and combination of
Gravity Recovery And Climate Experiment (GRACE) data with altimeter data.

SIGNIFICANT STRENGTH #4: EXCELLENT UNDERSTANDING OF GEODYN AND
ANALYSIS SOFTWARE

The offeror deménstrates a thorough understanding of Geodynamics Orbit and Geodetic
Paramieter Estimation System (GEODYN) system and software configuration control.

Offemr prowdes excellent proposais for mcarporatmn of new models and data types into ..~

' GEODYN ‘The Offeror: demonstrates an in-depth understanding of Global Positioning
System (GPS) data analysis i issues. “The Offeror. demonstrates broad understandmg of
o _::fpianetary rmss;on s1mu}atlon reqmremcnts e

. _STR' : NG’I‘H #1 BROAE} UNI)ERSTANDING OF GEOMAGNET!C INFRASTRUC’H}RE




The Offeror proposes use of land cover data to evaluate elevation biases as a function of
land cover types. The Offeror demonstrates understanding of need to transform regional
GPS measurements to global Terrestrial Reference Frame (TRF) to validate digital
elevation products in consistent frame. The Offeror proposes evaluation of alternate
atmospheric models to improve analysis.

STRENGTH #4: INSIGHTFUL UNDERSTANDING AND TECHNICAL APPROACH FOR
PRECISION ORBIT DETERMINATION (POD) (RTO 1)

The Offeror demonstrates a thorough detailed, efﬁcienf: technical approach anci WBS

Offeror demonstrates a strong expemse in }’OD software The proposed stafﬁng is
efficient and demonstrates understanding of requirements for RTO 1.

STRENGTH #5: REALISTIC AND MERITORIOUS STAFFING FOR RTO2

The Offerot’s proposal provided a well documented approach to website development
and metadata extraction, storage, and interface. The proposed staffing is efficient and
demonstrates understanding of requirements for RTO 2 '

_Under the Management Ap_proach subfactor, SGT’s proposal received an adjectival rating of.

| "Excellenf SGT recetved three (3) szgmﬁcant strengths two (2) stmngths no- weakness no




schedule, orientation and training. The Phase-in plan proposes to recruit statf from
subcontractor currently on contract but not in proposal.

STRENGTH #1: STRONG SUBCONTRACTOR AND TEAMING ARRANGEMENTS

The Offeror proposal provides the basis for, and benefits of, subcontractor selection. The
proposed team features numerous local firms with significant experience on GGSG
SOW. The task leads from subcontractors where appropriate shows high degree of local
autonomy. The subcontractor task assignments are based on technical strengths.

' 'STRE\’GTH #2 S?RON(} SAFEW AND HEALTH PLAN

The Offeror proposed Safety and Heaith Pian exceeds NASA and GSFC standards The
Offeror demonstrates in-depth knowledge of Safety Goddard Procedural Requirements
(GPRs). The Offeror establishes the responsibility of the program manager for the
effective implementation of the program within context of Maryland Occupational Safety
and Health Voluntary Protection Program (VPP) Star Program, which is a goal for GSFC.

Under the Small Business Utxitzatmu subfactor, SGT’s proposal received an adjectival rating
of Very Good. SGT received onig (1) significant strength no strength, no weakness, no
significant weaknesses and no deﬁcxenmes

B SIGNIFICANT STRE’\EGTH #1: OU'I‘STANI}IVG SMALL BUSINESS UFILIZATION

i The Offcror s Smaﬂ Busmess Pian propased an entlre subcontractmg team composed of
six small busmess partners and an identificd Hlsterloaiiy B}ack Colleges and {}mversmes _'
i (HBCU) The Offeror has pmposed an overali small bnsmess subcontracﬁng goai of - _
s .'_;40% for tatai smai} busmess cancerns that 1is mgmﬁcanﬁy higher than the Govemment 5 5
5 *__recemmended goal of 20%: - R - : : s




SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS #1: LACK OF UNDERSTANDING AND APPROACH TO ICE
CLOUD AND LAND ELEVATION SATELLITE (ICESAT) SCIENCE STANDARD DATA
PRODUCTS

The Offeror’s proposal re-states sections of the SOW and did not address specific
Technical Requirements. The Offeror did not adequately address their proposed
technical approach. The Offeror does not provide techniques and procedures that will be
used to satisfy the requirements (e.g., GLAS data product improvements). The proposal
does not adequately demonstrate an understanding of specific software lifecycle or the
practices and techniques called for in the SOW section. The proposal does not

: adequately address support Of stud}es and deveiopment related to ICESataZ aﬁd other :

‘ mISS EOQS

SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS #2: WEAK TECHNICAL APPROACH TO BEVELOPMENT AND
MAINTENANCE OF GEODYN SOFTWARE

The Offeror’s proposal did not provide adequate details in key areas such as upgrade
GEODYN’s laser altimetry and GPS capabilities, mamtenance of GEODYN under
configuration control, software benchmarking, and GPS data processing.

sxcwmcgm WEAKNESS #3: INA_DEQUAW RESPONSE TO MULTIPLE ITEMS IN SOW

The Offeror s propesai omiits, restates ot madequateiy addresses appmxxmately 27% of
the 123 teehmcal reqmrements Wifhm the 21 SOW Sectfons

' WEAKNESS #I° INADEQUATE UNDERSTANDWG OF EARTH GRAWTY FIELB SRS




WEAKNESS ##4: INADEQUATE TECHNICAL APPROACH FOR ALTIMETRY ORBFT
SUPPORT

The Offeror’s proposal provides insufficient details on data types and strategies required
for generating required orbit products. The proposed technical approach for orbit
determination relies on use of the wrong software packages.

WEAKNESS #5: LACK OF UNDERSTANDING AND APPROACH TO ALTIMETRY OF
INLAND WATER BODIES

.' _':The Offeror $ proposal madequately addresses severai techmcai re%}rements such A

increasing number of target lakes.

WEAKNESS #6: WEAK OVERALL RESPONSE TO RTO 1, PRECISION ORBIT
PETERMINATION

The Offeror’s proposal demonstrates an inadequate understanding of geodetic data
processmg and use of GE{}DYN and DESDynl pre- Iaunch studies. The Offemr s
propc}sad sklli mix of staff is not efficient.

WEAKNESS #7 WEAKNESS iN PROPOSED STAFFi\IG R'r() 1 PRECISION ORBIT
'j_nm ERMENA‘I‘IGN ‘

g f' The Offeror 8 pmposed stafﬁng was ainblguous and large The Offeror states they have ' '; B
':_4.'"personnel with GEOI}YN ex;::enence todo. mostf_o' the wo S




Under the Management Approach subfactor, ARRAY s proposal received an adjectival rating
of Fair. ARRAY received no significant strengths, one (1) strength, no weakness, one (1)
significant weakness and no deficiencies.

STRENGTH #1: STRONG ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE, POLICIES, PROCEDURES &
TECHNIQUES TO MANAGE WORKFLOW

The Offeror’s proposed technical staff with minimal levels of management. The Offeror
proposed the development of detailed Program Management Plan/Task Plans to manage
and control work schedules.

. ',i,éééess to the cemractor and govemment personnel (Contractmg Ofﬁcer ) Techmcal
Representative and Contracting Officer).

SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS #1: SIGNIFICANTLY WEAK PHASE-IN PLAN

The Offeror’s proposed phase-in plan relies on incumbent capture which poses
significant risk to government. The Offeror’s proposal provides an inadequate mitigation
of the risk of losing incumbent task leads (identified as key personnel o attract). The
Offeror proposes meeting with government personnel late in transition process. The
Offeror phase-in plan focuses on transitioning of critical tasks without addressing other

- tdsks and how to- determme WhECh tasks are critical.

~Under the Smaﬁ Busmess Utxlizatlon, subfacwr ARRAY’s propesai recewed an ad}ectzval

ratmg of Excellent ARRAY recelved one (1) mgmﬁcant strength no streagth no weakness, no. - '
a _mgmff c:ant weaknesses and m) deﬁcwncms = : SO :




Past Performance Factor:

Under the Past Performance Factor, SGT received a Very High confidence rating and Array
received a Moderate confidence rating. '

For SGT, the IET considered a total of four (4) past performance references for the prime. The
four contracts that SGT referenced in the Past Performance volume met the size (average annual
amount) and relevancy (recent —ongoing or completed less than 3 years prior to issuance of

. RFP, and relevant in terms of content and/or complexity) requirement in-the RFP... - . . . ..
e --,{Dverali SGT’S past. perfermance was: cenmdered very highly relevant to thls acqulsztmn Based N

on the past performance references SGT’s overall performance for the prime were very h1gh and
high ratings. Therefore, the IET has a very high level of confidence that SGT will perform the
required effort successfully.

For Array, , the IET considered a total of two (2) past performance references for the prime and
significant subcontractor. The two contracts (prime and significant subcontractor) that ARRAY
referenced in the Past Performance volume met the size (average annual amount) and relevancy
(recent ~ongoing or completed less than 3 years prior to issuance of RFP, and relevant in terms
‘of content and/or complexity) requirement in the RFP. Overall ARRAY’s past performance was
considered moderately relevant to this acquisition. Based on the past performance references
_ :ARRAY s-overall pcrformance for the prime were very high ratings and the 31gn1ﬁcant oL
: subcentractors were very. hi gh Themfore the TET has a maderate level of conﬁdence that
T 'ARRAY will perfom the reqmred effﬂrt successfuliy ' S

30?{;(@ Selecszon Derzszon SO




the Cost Factor. Additionally, the relative order of importance of the Mission Suitability
subfactors are as follows: Subfactor B — Management Approach, Subfactor A- Understanding
the Key Requirements of the Statement of Work and Technical Approach to Representative Task
Orders (RTOs), and Subfactor C ~ Small Business Utilization.

Finally, I carefully considered the findings in relation to the evaluation criteria in the RFP, and
exercised my independent judgment regarding the significance of the findings as discrinmnators
between the proposals in accordance with the evaluation criteria in the RFP.

Comparing the proposals under subfactor A, Understanding the Key Requirements of the

- Statement of Work and Technical Approach to. Representatwe Task Orders (RTOS), SGT S

- pmposal fecelved an. ‘Exceliem adjectival ratmg resultmg from 4 szgm ﬁca strengths and 5 ‘
strengths. Spemﬁcaliy, I found that SGT’s proposal was si gmficanﬂy strong and dmtmgmshed
itself over the other offeror in the following areas: Excellent understanding and approach to
multiple sections in the SOW, Thorough and in-depth understanding of the type of work and
analysis required for this effort. Whereas, ARRAY received a “Poor” adjectival rating, resulting
from 3 signiﬁcanﬁ weaknesses and 8§ weaknesses. Specifically, I noted that ARRAY’s
weaknesses for inadequately addressing technical requirements in the SOW and lack of
understanding of the type of work and analysis to be performed was a seiectlon discriminator. 1
determined that the. ARRAY’s proposal’s lower adjectival rating af “Poor” and my assessment of
the multiple &gmﬁcant weaknesses and weaknesses made them much less competitive for
selection:

' Comparmg 1he proposals under Subfactor B, Managemem Approach I rioted a selectzon )
discmmmator in that SGT was 1he enly offeror to reeeive a szgmﬁcant strenath SGT s propasai -

recezved an, “Excelient"" : ‘d}ectzval ratmg resuitmg from 3 szgmﬁcant strengths and 2 strengths




" this did not inpact my selection dacmwn

predominantly high to very high. Overall, SGT’s past relevance to the GGSG SOW was more
significant than Array, based on the questionnaires that were received.

Regarding the Cost Factor, the least important Factor, I examined the rationale for adjustments
made in determining probable cost and concurred with the TET s findings including the level of
confidence in the probable cost adjustments, if any. T questioned the IET carefully in order to
understand why cost adjustments to the proposed costs were considered necessary and I agreed
with the adjustments that were made. I noted that ARRAY proposed the highest cost of the two
proposals and had the highest probable cost. As a result of the cost evaluation, adjustments were
made to both offerors. The IET assessed a level of confidence of “low” to the probable cost for
""":Array and “medium’ to the pmbab}e cost: of SGT aﬁd I agreed wzth thfs assessment although

Based on the foregoing and upon consideration of the relative importance of the three evaluation
factors, under the RFP, I determined that one offeror, SGT, presented an overall superior
proposal that offered the best value to the Government. SGT’s significantly higher Mission
Suitability Factor rating, was a major selection diseriminator in my decision. Notably, under the
Mission Suitability Factor, SGT s proposal was the only proposal to receive an “Excellent”
rating under Subfactor B, Management Approach, ‘the most important subfactor, and the second

- most important Subfactor A, Understanding Key Requzrements of the SOW and Technical .

- ‘Approach to RTOs. Further, SGT was the highest rated pmposal in the past performance factor

~ Teceiving a “very high level-of confidence” rating. Fmaily, Inoted that SGT’s proposal offered
. ithe anest probable cost with a medz.um” level of cost confidence Therefore, I select SGT for

'-award of the Geophyszcs Geodynamws, and Space Geodesy (GGSG) contract '




